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WV 1 
DECISION DOCUMENTATION PACKAGE 

COVER SHEET 

PREPARED IN ACCORDANCE WITH 

TRACK 1 SITES: 
GUIDANCE FOR ASSESSING 

LOW PROBABILITY HAZARD SITES 
AT INEL 

SITE DESCRIPTION: PCB TRANSFORMER YARD (CPP-705) 

SITE 10: CPP-49 OPERABLE UNIT: 3-01 

WASTE AREA GROUP: 3 

I. SUMMARY - PHYSICAL DESCRIPTION OF THE SITE: CPP-49 is the site of a 
transformer yard that contained three PCB containing transformers. The site is 
30 ft by 60 ft in area. The transformers contained up to 330 ppm PCBs in 
transformer oil. Evidence of oil staining on concrete pads led to soil and 
concrete sampling during July, 1988. The soil sample results showed PCB 
r,...rmn+r-+innr nF l.Trr *h.n n.. nn,,., +,-I 1 ppp,. L"IIcsII*I aLI"II.7 VI IC.T.7 L1Lm11 VI Cc(“U !.” Thaw- ic a rnrrortinn Jo the ,,,\-,- ad - *-. , --“,.,,. 
report that indicates the reported detection limit in the data sheets of 1 ppm 
is actually 0.1 ppm for all samples showing non-detectable PCB concentrations 
(It is also important to note that the 0.1 ppm PCB detection limit was also 
provided for composite samples and any single sample within the composite may 
have contained PCBs at above 0.1 ppm). 

One concrete pad sample contained 29.1 ppm PCBs. Subsequent sealing activities, 
having been completed on the transformer pad, have resulted in encapsulation of 
+l.n ..,A *..i+L.in 13..ner b..3c,,,+>n+ rnnrrmC.3 ">A c+r,,r+,,rc, *115 )J'" "0 *II 111 a IYI YC' I =a", *.A,,* L"IIb.I .,1- F"" .,"I "_"I. ". 



I DECISION RECOMMENDATION oage z 

II. SUMMARY - QUALITATIVE ASSESSMENT OF RISK: The qualitative risk of 
the site is predicted by the risk assessment to be medium based on risk to 
gi%oun;wateie. Howevet-, given the In,., rnnrnn+r,+innr nF mYI7 t.",!LSIIb, rxL,"I,J "I PCB: in the soil, the 
depth to groundwater and the very conservative assumptions used in the Track 1 
risk assessment, there is little likelihood that groundwater will be impacted by 
PCBs. The reliability of the data is high. 

I 

I III. SUMMARY - CONSEQUENCES OF ERROR: Limited risk due to low PCB 
concentrations of PCBs being left in the soil may result due to the no further 
action recommendation. 

IV. SUMMARY - OTHER DECISION DRIVERS: The clean-up requirements provided 
for in the Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA) 40 CFR 761.125 require 
rfimdi=tifin nf PCBs in !ndustria! Areas to 25 ppm PCBs by weight in soil. I cIII~" , _" , -,. " The 
guidance provided in OWSER Directive 9335.4-01 "Guidance for Remedial Actions at 
Superfund Sites with PCE Contamination" also requires clean-up at restricted 
access industrial areas of 25 ppm PCBs by weight in soil. This clean-up 
requirement is based on health risk assessment criteria using occupational 

~ exposure of site workers by soii ingestion and dermai contact as the exposure 
1 scenario. Provided the established criteria in TSCA are considered an ARAR for 

the INEL, the existing soil concentrations can be left in place and no further 
~ action is recommended for this site. This ARAR, together with the very 
I cnncervative assumntions used in oerformina the Track 1 risk assessment, 
I -"- 

r-.-~~- ~~~~ 
orovides for a reasonable foundation for recommendinq no further action at this 

I 
I 

RECOMMENDED ACTION: No Further Action. 

# PAGES: 1 DATE: J 
OOE b!Ab mmager: 



DECISION STATEMENT Page 
(BY DOE RPM) 

DATE ~~33: c,& + 7 

DISPOSITION: 

Ab,& -7fcL&-L -,-ce 

- - 

DATE: 4 ,,I?, # PAGES (DECISION STATEMENT): 
II / / 4” 



DECISION STATEMENT 
(BY EPA RPM) 

DISPOSITION: 

,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, I,~ ,,,,,,,,, 1,,,,,, ,,,,,,,, I,,,* ,,,,,., ,,,,, ,,,,,,,,, I ,,,..,,.,., 



DECISION STATEMENT 
I (BY STATE RPM) 

DISPOSITION: 

,Aarcdf 0-f *- - 

,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, y,~-.ll.~l 



-mm---mm-m-- 

‘ROCESWWASTE WORKSHEET F-me 6 
SITE IO CPP-49 

-mm ---mm 
:01 1 
~roccsses k.sociated wdste Daescripticm L Handling Prceebres 
with this Site 
-- -m- -m-m- 

CL ,ra,,sfor~r Yard Oi( rekase to cmcrete trawfonmr pads. Artifact: cmrete Pni 
Locatim: CPP-49 

Oil release to conwete transformer pads. 
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CONTAMINANT WORKSHEET Paw 7 
SITE ID cpp-yg 
PROCESS (cot I)-PCB Containins Transformers- WASTE (cot 2,&B’s 
---- -m 
COI 4 co1 s Cd 6 to, 7 Cd 8 lC0, 9 
Yhat knm.wpotmtial hazardous sttstanc- Potential sources associated with mwn/estimated Risk based aualitative loverall 
eslconst’ituents are associated uit:h this taste this hazarti lateriaA cmenrratim concentration risk reliability 
DC process7 of hazardas wJk9 assessaent CHiJMedJLo) 

substances/ (hliJnedJLo) 
cnnsti tuems’ 

---- -- 
PCBs Transformer Oil 5330 p1pnl 
PCBs Contaminated Concrete 29 ppm 0.0625 Med Hi 

ppm 
PCBs Contaminated Soil <1 PPlm 0.0625 Med Hi 

ppm 

a~ ND = not detected 
DL = detection linit in ppn 

. 
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QUALITATIVE RISK AND RELIABILITY EVALUATION TABLE 
^ . . . . --.--..- --..., 
UUALlIAIlVt. Kl>K 

Low Medium High 

HIGHLY 

I 

screening screening 
UN- data data 

RELIABLE TRACK II 

I 
No 

ACTION 

RIIFS INTERIM- 
RELIABLE ACTION 

LW 
cmsntrltial rewltiml in 

risk l 10’ 

HIGH 
cmcentratim resulti~ in 

risk zz 10” 

* if there exist sufficient data to identify an appropriate remedy 



Question 1. What are the waste generation process locations and dates of 
operation associated with this site? 

a~ I Answer: 

TLI^ -i*- .~.__ ..---I ,,,I, J,LC *a, U>C” ai a tran:former *a-uA =,--- Tb..a riC0 JCA,” a;llLr 1951. II!C .JlLL 

is still correctly in use. The main transformer pad, 24 ft x 
17.5 ft, contained oil stains containing PCBs. 

-2 How reiiabie is/are iiie 3n~urmd~1w Si3iiiX+S? CHigh ~Yi;b -L"W ' -' iches*onsi 

EXPLAIN THE REASONING BEHIND THIS EVALUATION. 

As built drawings are dated 1951 and oil stains are documented in Occurrence 
oannr+ a wTwn~o,n,l~ ,,v*v1 I Ia R.,."", <." 1". 

Sampling of concrete and soil in 1988 shows PCB contaminated concrete and clean 
soil !I! ppm!, 

,,. ,,,,,, ,,,,,,,,,,,,,, ,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,” ,,,,,,,,,,,,,,.,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,. “,I .,,,,, 
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Juestion 2. What are the disposal process locations and dates of operation 
associated with this site? 

bk 1 Answer: 

The nii StZifii!ICJ Q!I the mai! COnCr~t@ trancfnrmer pad Was " _ " " _ _ _ _ _ _ - 
reported as an occurrence on 3/91. The staining had been 
observed prior to this time but was not reported. Sampling of 
the concrete and soil was completed in 1988. It is apparent 
that the concrete staining was due to PC8 contaminated 
transformer oii from periodic maintenance or ieaking of the 
transformer. 

. 

You2 How reliable is/are the information source/s? LHigh -Med -Low ~~~~~~~~~~ 
EXPLAIN THE REASONING BEHIND THIS EVALUATION. 

Occurrence Report # WINCO-91048 reports a leaking transformer and the sampling 
report from 1988 shows PC8 contaminated concrete. 

ylxLl Has this INFORMATION been confirmed? J-Yes -No ,Sh.Dk O".l 

IF SO, DESCRIBE THE CONFIRMATION. 

Occurrence Report # WINCO-91048 reports a leaking transformer and the sampling 
report from 1988 shows PCB contaminated concrete. 

Biee; 4 Cmtmrcc nr Turnmuasrnu ,r,.-r~ ..w.r-rri-r- ~lr,.- L e(n,,rr. n,nkr fTrn r.+rrmcc ,irr, """,."__ ", -... "...~._. --.. ..,, "__ "n._r. .-.- "_I,__ - ---.-- ..-.--. 
Wa available infornvtim C 1 AnaLyticaL data [I 
Anecdot~t II Doeunmtation abat data [ 1 
Historical prcass data I I Disposal data 

,,~ 

Currant pmcws data II D.A. data 11 
a.-.., nkntnar.*. !! -. "-_ r .___-. __._ safety rrulysia report 
EngineerinS/site drawings I I D&D report Ii 
Unusual OcCUPPellCe ilrport l I Initial assa9sment Cl 
Sumwry docuwnts UCll data 
Facility SOPS 11 Construction data Ii 
OTHER [XI 1.2 



PROCESS CPP-49 page I1 

Juestion 3. Is there empirical, circumstantial, or other evidence of migration? 
If so, what is it? 

~~~~~ 1 Answer: 

No; There is no evidence of migration from the transformer 
yard. Oil staining to the concrete appeared to be limited. 
Sampling confirmed PC8 contaminated concrete and clean soil 
kl wm). 

YES42 How reliable is/are the information source/s? LHigh -Med -Low (cheo*one) 
I-.--. --.. _..- _____.._.._ __,.-.,m _.._- -,,., ,,.... -., CXPLALN ,nc ltLA>"NARU mIz"An" I"L3 C"IIL"-I*"R~. 

Dccurrence Report #WINCO-91048 verifies limited leakage and the sampling report 
(1988) shows limited impact to soils ($1 ppm). 

til Has this INFORMATION been confirmed? X,-Yes -No kh.Ck ens, 

IF SO, DESCRIBE THE CONFIRMATION. 

Occurrence Report #WINCO-91048 and September 1988 Sampling Report. 

EWE SOURCES OF INFORMATION MW); appropriate box/es a OOU~CO tier frm reference List) 

HO available informtim C 1 ~nalytisal data Cl 
Anecdotal Cl Doeunmtation about data t 1 
!!!lrlr!a! pmc~sr date ! I Disposal data 
current proc.*r data t1 a.*. data Ii 
Area1 photographS 11 Safety analysis report 
EnpinacriiWsitc drawings t I D&n report Ii 
Unusual occuPrmce Report t I Initial a*sesm.ont [I 
slmlmry docunmts I:1 Uell data 
Feci!!ty sopsl II construction data 11 
OTHER [Xl 1J 



I Question 4. Is there evidence that a source exists at this site? If so, list 
the sources and describe the evidence. 

BLD~~ 1 Answer: 

The PCB containing transformer (XRF-PHE-22) on the main pad .___ 
wiii be removed during 1992. The PCB contaminated concrete 
pad was encapsulated during 1991 with a new pad and the new 
pad was sealed to prevent moisture migration to the existing 
pad and soil. One additional PC8 containing transformer (HCE- 
323) is being removed from the yard during !992: 

I -2 How reliable is/are the information source/s? LHigh -Med -Low lcheclronal 

I 

EXPLAIN THE REASONING BEHIND THIS EVALUATION. 

Occurrence Report #WINCO-91048 and interview with Plant Projects. 

I 
-3 Has this INFORMATION been confirmed? LYes -No ,SheCk MO, 

IF SO, DESCRIBE THE CONFIRMATION. 

I 
Occurrence Report #WINCO-91048 and interview with Plant Projects. 



luestion 5. Does site operating or disposal historical information allow 
estimation of the pattern of potential contamination? If the 
pattern is expected to be a scattering of hot spots, what is the 
expected minimum size of a significant hot spot? 

wk i Answer: 

The pattern of contamination on the concrete pad is shown on 
Figure 3 of the September, 1988 Sampling Report. Soil 
contamination concentrations were 21 ppm. It is important to 
note that the field samolina methodology did not always adhere 
to the quality Assurance Project Plan (QAPP) for the project. 
Differences included: no available documentation that Enviro 
Search completed independent validation of the sampling 
results, deep samples dictated by the QA.PP, collection of 
discrete sampies rather than composite samples, etc. 

irr: How reliable is/are the information source/s? LHigh ____ Med low !Ch&c one) 

EXPLAIN THE REASONING BEHIND THIS EVALUATION. 

September, 1988 Sampling Report. 

-, Has this INFORMATION been confirmed? LYes -No ,Eh*Ck on., 
IF SO, DESCRIBE THE CONFIRMATION. 

September, 1988 Sampling Report. 

Blosk, SOURCeS OF iNFORMATION (check 
Analytical data 
DocMntatiim sbxt data 
Dirpwal de* 
O.A. data 
safety amlysis report 
o&D rqmt 
Initiai 0**m3smnt 
Uell data 
Co”str”ction data 

ist) 



I question 6. Estimate the length, width, and depth of the contaminated region. 
What is the known or estimated volume of the source? If this is an 

I 
estimated volume. explain carefully how the estimate was derived. ___ ..____ . .~.~~, 

ahk 1 Answer: 

Two areas of concrete staining were apparent on the concrete 
transformer pad; one at the northeast corner and one at the 
southwest corner. The total area of affected concrete was 
less than 50 square feet. The concrete has been encapsulated 
and sealed aoninct release to the eflviRxlment; -a-"'-- 

I 
-2 How reliable is/are the information source/s? LHigh -Med -Low lohac*aneb 
EXPLAIN THE REASONING BEHIND THIS EVALUATION. 

I Lds Has this INFORMATION been confirmed? XYes -NO leheck onsl 

I 

IF SO, DESCRIBE THE CONFIRMATION. 

September, 1988 Sampling Plan (Figure 3). 

Block 4 SOURCES OF INFORMATION (check appropriate Wca L WW~~ nticr fron reference List) 

AM1ytic*l data [I 
Documntation about data t I 
DiSpaSOl data 
P.A. data I: 
Safety enatyrir report 
Dap report Ii 
Initial aslesmmt 
Udl data ii 
Construction data Cl 

,‘: 
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Juestion 7. What is the known or estimated quantity of hazardous 
substance/constituent at this source? If the quantity is an 
estimate, explain carefully how the estimate was derived. 

~kk 1 Answer: 

Estimate of Piii weight based on stained area of SO sq.ft., i!! 
penetration and concrete density of 130 lbs/f?. 

Fin cn. f+ Y Il\ftr x 1y r ““,“y .x ,,~;a~~~=c~nfte - - - =. - - - - 
\121-- -- 

_ .- .-m.. = 1.13 gm ~'~6s 

How reliable is/are the information source/s? X-High -Med -Low ICM.W 
&LAIN THE REASONING BEHIND THIS EVALUATION. 

Estimate based on concrete staining and concentration from Sampling Report. 

WI Has this INFORMATION been confirmed? -Yes 1L_No ,dmCk on*, 
T- "I +r a", YCJbrnAOL 8°K b"nrrnmm#r"n. --aAs.sm.- -*mm ~,..ICII.~.~~~.l 

Estimate based on concrete staining and concentration from Sampling Report. 

me*4 SOURCES OF INFORMATION (check appropriate box/or L ooucee nwbar frm reference List) 

No available intornvtion t I Analytical data 11 
Anecdsml Docunmtation about data C I 
Historical proc*sl btr ti 0ioposs1 data Cl 
cwrent proc*s, data a.*. data 
*re~l.photograPhs t; safety analysis report ti 
Engineering/site drawings I 1 Da0 report 
ul-&wa1 OCCUrrOIX. Import t 1 Initial e3*inrment Ii 
Sunnary docments Uell data 
Facility SOP0 lil Construction data Ii 
OTHER [Xl 2 



I Question 8. Is there evidence that this hazardous substance/constituent is 
present at the source as it exists today? If so, describe the 

I 
evidence. 

I ihck 1 Answer: 

I 

Yes. According to the sampiing report, PCB contaminated 
concrete is still present at the site. The concrete has been 
encapsulated with a new concrete pad which is sealed. 
Remaining PCB containing transformers (two) will be removed 
A,,";"" ,tio, 

I 

""I "yJ _IddL. 

m-2 How reliable is/are the information source/s? J-High -Med -Low ~S~~S~on~l 
EXPLAIN THE REASONING BEHIND THIS EVALUATION. 

September 1988 Report and Occurrence Report. 

I 

WC03 Has this INFORMATION been confirmed? li_Yes -No Ishack on*, 

IF SO, DESCRIBE THE CONFIRMATION. 

September 1988 Report and Occurrence Report. 

Block4 SOURCES OF INFORMATION (check appropriate box/as b source number frm reference List) 

. 

,,,.,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,” ,,,,,,,, “,” ,,,,” ,,,,,,,,,,,,” ,,,,,,,,,,, “,,1.,31*” ,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 
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Off-Normal Occurrence Report Number WINCO-91048. 

Final Report, :PCB Soil Sampling in the Transformer Yard 
(CPP-705), Idaho Chemical Processing Plant", Westinghouse 
Trlahn Nllrlrrar Cnmnanv ."..I," I."-. _-. Tnc July 1988; --...r -.., , -..-. , 

Quality Assurance Sampling Plan, September 1988. 
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(3CCURRENC;t Htt’Jytd ,- - -- - 
IDAHO CHEMICAL PROCESSING PLA1.i’I- L\(i 

Westinghouse Idaho Nuclear Company, Inc.. 
..Elama: ,). M. White Title: Plant Shift Manaqer Phone tlo. $-583-j:30 

(Fnc!lity nanagcr> 
.!am,*; r I, p _.- 7.8 Titl=: "l."C C..r..i^h- ,,< r lrxll'. de," vmo\ I 

LQesponrlDLe nanagar> 
Name : K. 14. Coburn Title: Utilities 2, a :I! "3 pr 

(0rlglnalar) 
Phone Ms.:7n,q\~7~-7~~6 

1. Occurrence Report Number: WINCO-91048 

2. Status: Reporr. Date: 3. Occurrence category: 
[ ] Notification 3 19 91 [ ] Emergency 

':"! lo - day 
3:22:g1 [ ] Unusual Cccurrence 

cirrm, , * *I.e.- { x] O ff-Normal 

4. Responsible Department(s): Production 

DOE Program Office: op-14 

5. Facility or Location: Cpp-705 6. Plant Area: IC?P 
System: Electrical Utilities 
Equipment/ID: Transformer XFR-PHE-22 

7. Date of Occurrence (Discovered): 3-7-91 Time: !o?fl 

8. Date of Occurrence Categorized: 3-19-91 Time: ,74n 

9. Date 'of O~Oi? Program Notification: 3-!a-9lfnoE-u) Time: 1240 

10. Date of O ther Notification: 3-19-91 Tiac:~900 
State of Idaho INEL Oversiaht Prolram 11. c,*L.4-m* I" "sic, P UUU,"kb "A J.rbre OA. occurrenca: 

?CB Contaminated Oil Leak to the Environment 
12. Description of Occurrence: 

r.~~z ~..---L-, -. ~1.J). cnv~rmmenr.a~ aSSurarice petS0fiiiei perform per~ao~c inspections of iCPi: traiisiargeri 
that contain PC&. During one of these inspections, on 3-i-91, a small amount of oi 

.had leaked from XFR-PHE-22. The amount of leak is estimated to be IO milliliters, a 
small portion of which actually went to soil. PC8 concentration in the oil 
50 ppm. 
(NOTE: The fact that the incident qualified to be reported as an offnormal 
occurrence was not realized until 3-19-91.) 

,,-, .--~ ..- 

. Operating Conditions of Facility at Tiine.of Occurrence: 
This transformer is in use. 

14. Immedrate Actions Taken and Results: 
1) The oil and the contaminated soil were cleaned up and disposed of. 



Occurrence 2eport flui::>er: Xi-!lco-9!W2 

Report L;,te: ?-22-31 

75 . . Cause: 
Direct Cause: (mark only one) 
ns.r:,, r ~.1 :~Cr.ri*, [ ] "C'LLj,,L 1 xj claCSiLU* Personnal [ 
Explain: 

Contributing Cause(s): 

Design [ ] Xaterial 
Explain: 

Root Cause: 

Design [ ] Material 
;;;;;;;9 i 1 

] Personnel [ ] Proceduz [ ] Other [ ] i 

] Personnel [ ] Procedure [ ] Management [ 

16. Description of Causo: 

Direct Cause: 

Contributing and root causes will be addressed in the final report, based on the 
results of the investigation. 

3.7. Evaluation: 

The slow weeping of the transformer oil from around the indicating gauge connections ..1,1 __L _-.I ____ ~. LL- __r- ---~._L3-~. -c LO.. L~.---z-~.-. 9.I L~.~.e~ ~~~ !- WI 1 I II"6 enuanyer me SdTC uperar,on or cne rransrurmer. / ne rransrormer 15 
located inside SWMU 49 which is fenced in. Personnel must intentionally enter 
SWMU 49 to come in close proximity with XFR-PHE-22. Therefore, PC9 contamination 
risk to personnel is minimal. 

_ 
la. Is Further Evaluation Required: Yes Cc I 'No i I 

If Yes, Before Further Operation: Yes i ] NO [,x ] 

If Yes, By Whom? Whrn? 



:? 

I 

I 

Occurrence Report Hux!Jer 

Report Date ,: 3-22-31 

19. Corrective Action: Taken: [X] Recommended: [ ] To ae SuFpLFed: (;(I 
Taken: 

See Biock 13 for corrective act'on 1. 

To Be Supplied: 

2) !Jork has been initiated to apply a sealant material around the area that had 
been leaking as a precaution. (No leakage has been observed in this area 
since initial cleaning.) 

3; --^^lrr * -..- ^_ Project ~YYLJO nas schedui,ed removai of XFR-rnt-u in Juiy iDi. 

Further corrective actions will be formulated on the results of the investigation 
and reported in final report. 

20. Impact on Environment, Safety and Health: 
Will be reported in final report 

2i. rrogrammauc Lmpact: 
None 

. Impact Upon Codes and Standards: 
None 

23. Final Evaluation and Lessons Learned: 
Will be reported in final report 

24. Simrlar Occurrence Report Numbers: 

_ __, .None 
. Srgnatures : 

Not required' aat*: 
[RR1 RWlW (NW, PorItlm~--~ 

Plant Serviynar oat,: 7 /z//9/ 
(II&M, OS1 t1on / ’ 

oat*: 7l7.2lq \ 
(Name. hsltlon) 

sipr t4wv,~e( 
olam, ?.Qsltlon) 1 I 

Chief *,E, %%!!, 
Data: 3-7+ai 

Oat.: 
8aEIE-~ta Pro*rom mn.qar (Norm. ?Ol~tlon, 

, 



cuys * “L _ 

Occurrence Report flucber: NX:TC3-91:~~ 

Report Date: 3-72-91 

DOE FACILITY REPRESENTATIVES INPUT 
26. DOE Facility Representative Input: 

1. Why was the state of Idaho notified before DOE? 

3. Block 817 - A descriptiop of WMU 49 should be included. 

4. Action should be taken to ensure any leakage will be contained in a secondary 
containment until the transformer can be removed. 

5. It is my understanding that this transformer has weeped PCB solution in the past. 
How long has this condition been known and what corrective action has been taken 
fn i)iC past? 

COMMENTS TO BE INCORPORATED INTO THE FINAL REPORT BEFORE IT IS‘ISSUED. 

27. Entered By: (Siqned by) C. R. Enos Date: 3-26-91 
(Nrnnm 0, DOE FICIII~Y Reprasenrarlva) 


